men who engage in minor forms of social deviance-especially sexual deviance-than toward young men involved in similar minor misdeeds. 3 Research indicates, for example, that parents often refer their daughters to the juvenile justice system for sexual misbehavior and defiance of parental authority 4 but view similar behavior by their sons as less problematic. 5 In addition, there is evidence that juvenile justice officials have reinforced a cultural double standard by selectively attending to female sexual and family problems. 6 Over the last thirty years there have been numerous studies of how the juvenile justice system deals with male and female offenders. 7 A historical review of their findings reveals an interesting pattern. With few exceptions, the findings of analyses of data collected more than fifteen years ago are remarkably consistent and can be briefly summarized. The findings of this body of research suggest that females were considerably more likely than males to be referred to the juvenile justice system for status offenses-that is, for 'juvenile only" offenses, which would not constitute crimes if committed by adults (e.g., runaway, incorrigibility, truancy). Moreover, once referred, female status offenders were more likely than their male counterparts to be petitioned to formal court processing, to be placed in pre-adjudicatory detention, and to be incarcerated upon the judicial disposition of their cases. 8 Precocious Sexuality: Female Juvenile Delinquency in the Progressive Era, 48 HARV. EDuc. REV. 65 (1978) . 4 Such defiance is frequently translated into charges of being "wayward," "ungovernable," or "beyond parental control."
5 It is noteworthy that status offenders are most often referred to the juvenile justice system by parents, rather than by law enforcement officials. Parents thus contribute in a significant way to gender bias in the juvenile justice system. See Chesney-Lind, supra note 1; Orman W. Ketcham In contrast, when we consider acts of delinquency (offenses that would be crimes if committed by adults), research for this same time period indicates that delinquent males frequently received harsher treatment than delinquent females. Consistent with the so-called "chivalry" or "paternalism" hypothesis, police were less likely to arrest females suspected of person or property crimes. 9 Moreover, post-arrest processing decisions appeared to amplify the gender differential apparent in the arrest findings: Young female offenders were less likely than their male counterparts to be formally charged with criminal offenses; and, if charged, they were less likely than males to be institutionalized for these offenses.' 0 In sum, the findings of early studies of the influence of gender on juvenile justice processing suggest that police officers, intake personnel, judges, and other court officials supported a sexual double standard. Compared to their male counterparts, female status offenders were singled out for especially harsh protectionist treatment. At the same time, male delinquents (that is, those who committed criminal-type offenses) received harsher and more punitive penalties than their female counterparts."' In the past decade, this picture has begun to change. Recent studies have challenged the traditional understanding of the role that gender plays in juvenile justice decision-making. For example, two relatively recent studies of the court referral and judicial disposition stages of processing report no difference in the treatment accorded male and female status offenders.1 2 In addition, while some recent studies report that males charged with criminal-type offenses are treated more harshly than their female counterparts,' 3 several other studies find no evidence that gender influences delinquency case outcomes.
14 At the very least, these more recent studies suggest that the role of gender in juvenile case processing is less clear today than it was fifteen .years ago, when studies consistently reported substantial gender differentials. Conservatively, one might conclude only that the impact of gender has become more equivocal: There are about as many recent studies reporting that gender plays no significant role injustice decision-making as there are studies reporting significant gender effects. Even in those recent studies that report significant gender differences, however, the magnitude of these differences is considerably smaller than typically found in earlier whose defiance of parental authority and sexual activity have been tolerated if not encouraged, the female status offender has been the object of great moral solicitude. Although males thus have enjoyed an advantage relative to females with respect to status offenses and minor "morals" crimes, they have been disadvantaged when it comes to crimes against property and person. Males who commit delinquent offenses have been punished considerably more severely than their female counterparts, perhaps in part because cultural stereotypes of females in general and female offenders in particular are inconsistent with notions of "dangerousness." Where there is little perceived threat, there is little or no call for punishment. years. Thus, the record seems to suggest that gender plays a less significant role in juvenile justice processing today than it did in the past.
This observation lends itself to several possible interpretations. One explanation is that sociocultural changes-chief among them, the feminist movement-may have produced attitudinal changes that have in turn prompted more egalitarian treatment of male and female offenders. For example, Chesney-Lind has suggested that "recent studies which have found less sex differentials in the official treatment of status offenders may be pointing to a new awareness among court personnel that excesses ofjudicial paternalism may be inappropriate."' 15 A second explanation for the apparently diminishing role of gender in the processing of status offenders is that significant legal changes have forced more evenhanded treatment of males and females, even in the absence of changes in the attitudes of juvenile justice officials. One such legal change was brought about by the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 197416 (hereinafter "the JJDP Act" or "the Act"), which mandates the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. Under the JJDP Act, participating states may not place status offenders in any secure facility, including jails, police lockups, juvenile detention centers, or training schools. One consequence of this change in the law may be that it has become difficult for justice officials to practice differentially protectionist policies toward female status offenders. That is, to the extent that females were disadvantaged in the past by practices now forbidden, the legal reforms of the last fifteen years may have tended to equalize the treatment accorded male and female status offenders.
Finally, there is the possibility that no significant changes have occurred in the treatment of males and females, but that differential treatment is now hidden in one or more ways. Studies by Mahoney and Fenster 17 and CurranI 8 suggest that gender bias in the processing of status offenders continues unabated, but in a manner that would not be detected through the usual methods of analysis (e.g., using data contained in the official records for male and female sta- Gender bias may be obscured in other ways as well. 20 Certain provisions of the JJDP Act permit practices that might allow justice officials to circumvent the spirit of the law and its mandate of deinstitutionalization. Of particular concern is a 1980 amendment to the Act, which provides that status offenders found in contempt of court for violating a valid court order may be placed in secure detention facilities, 2 1 thus permitting the juvenile courts to use their contempt power to incarcerate repeat status offenders. For example, if runaway youths who were ordered by the court to remain at home, were to run away again, they might be found in contempt of court-a criminal-type offense, in that adjudged contemnors can be incarcerated or otherwise institutionalized. Contempt proceedings may be initiated based on either a subsequent status offense or a failure to comply with an earlier court order.
If the juvenile courts applied their contempt power differentially more often to female status offenders, the effect would be a concealment of the continuation of traditional patterns of gender bias. In that case, non-status offense data would include female status offenders (subsequently held in contempt), who traditionally have received harsher protectionist treatment than their male counterparts, in addition to male delinquents (charged with criminal-type offenses), who traditionally have received harsher penalties than 19 The line between status offenses and delinquency offenses may be easily manipulated by justice officials. For example, runaways may be arrested for loitering and prowling, thereby rendering them eligible for institutionalization in secure detention facilities and training schools. their female delinquent counterparts. Because these effects pull in opposite directions, failure to distinguish between contempt and other criminal-type offenses might obscure real gender differences in processing.
II. THE PRESENT RESEARCH
This study examines the effects that the reform initiatives mandated by the JJDP Act have had on the juvenile justice system to determine whether the system's past pattern of unequal treatment of male and female status offenders and delinquents has been corrected or merely masked. Fresh analysis is needed in part because the JJDP Act's mandate to deinstitutionalize status offenders may have reduced both the motivations and the opportunities to treat females differently from males. 2 2 In addition, as suggested above, the Act may also have had the unintended consequence of encouraging practices that make gender differentials in juvenile justice processing more difficult to detect.
Using the records of status and non-status offense referrals processed in Florida over a three-year period, we evaluate the extent to which gender affects decisions made at several stages injuvenile justice processing, from initial intake through judicial disposition. We conduct multivariate analyses that include controls for a number of legal and extralegal variables of potential relevance to processing decisions. In addition to exploring the main effects of gender in additive models, we estimate interactive models to determine whether the effect of gender is conditioned by levels of other predictor variables. 23 Given the possibility, noted above, that gender effects are contingent upon offense, interactions between gender and offense type are of special interest. funding from the federal government to effectuate the Act's mandate. Consequently, Florida's juvenile justice officials presumably have considerable incentive to comply with requirements of the JJDP Act. Florida has a statewide juvenile justice information system well suited to the questions we wished to address. From this information system we obtained a data set consisting of cases referred to juvenile justice intake units throughout the state. Florida law requires that all juvenile complaint reports be processed through intake offices located in each county. Thus, the data include records of all police contacts (except those that resulted in informal field adjustments) as well as referrals from parents, school officials and other non-police sources. The data set is quite comprehensive-it includes cases closed without action and cases disposed of informally (e.g., through diversion to a community service agency), as well as cases formally petitioned to and processed in juvenile court or transferred to adult court jurisdiction. We were able to organize the records so that we could trace the movement of youths through several processing stages in the juvenile justice system. In delinquency (non-status offense) cases, the sequence of processing stages included intake screening, detention, court referral, adjudication, and judicial disposition. Because of structural differences within the juvenile justice system, status offense cases included only three processing stages: court referral, adjudication, and judicial disposition.
Because prior research suggests that processing decisions are affected by youths' prior records of offending and by the dispositions of youths' prior cases, 24 controlling for offense and processing histories is important. Accordingly, we restricted our analyses to the last referral in 1987 for each youth in the data set. This procedure allowed us to capture at least two full years of prior offense and prior disposition information. The total number of youths included in the analyses is 137,671.
B.
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
We examined five dependent variables for delinquency cases and three for cases involving status offenses. All of the dependent variables were encoded dichotomously. 
Delinquency Cases a. Intake Screening
For delinquency cases, intake screening begins the official juvenile justice process. In Florida, intake officers review the facts of the case, interview the juvenile and (where possible) the juvenile's parents or guardians, and make non-binding recommendations to state's prosecuting attorneys regarding the preferred method of handling each referral. Intake officers may recommend that a case be closed without action, that it be diverted from the juvenile justice system for informal handling, or that it be referred to the juvenile court for formal processing. Intake Screening outcomes are coded as follows: either 0 if closed without action or handled informally, or 1 if referred for formal processing.
b. Detention Status
Decisions regarding detention status are made in all delinquency cases shortly after a referral is received. Detention decisions are made jointly by intake staff, law enforcement officials (when the referral is police-initiated), and prosecutors. For Detention Status, cases that resulted in pre-adjudicatory detention are coded 1; those released are coded 0.25 c. Court Referral After reviewing intake recommendations, Florida prosecutors decide whether a delinquency case will proceed to formal court processing. 26 Court Referral is coded to distinguish between cases in which no petition was filed or in which a petition was filed and subsequently withdrawn (coded 0), and cases in which a petition was filed that resulted in formal court processing (coded 1).
d. Adjudication
The next stage of delinquency case processing involves judicial decision-making. In the first of two major court decisions, judges decide whether to adjudicate a youth delinquent (i.e., to find him or her guilty of the charge(s)) or to dismiss the case, find the youth not guilty, or withhold adjudication. Adjudication is coded to distinguish 25 Unfortunately, the data do not permit construction of a measure of length of detention (i.e., days detained). We are only able to distinguish between youths who were not detained-or if detained, were held a few hours, or at most overnight-and those who were detained continuously from arrest through to the disposition of their cases.
26 Because intake officers' recommendations are non-binding, prosecutors review all delinquency cases referred to juvenile justice intake. [Vol. 82
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between youths who, for any of the aforementioned reasons, were not adjudicated delinquent (coded 0) and those who were formally adjudicated delinquent (coded 1).
e. Judicial Disposition
The second major court decision involves the equivalent of sentencing in a criminal court. Youths found to have committed delinquent offenses may receive a number of alternative judicial dispositions, ranging from community-based sanctions and services (e.g., probation, intensive probation) to commitment to residential facilities (e.g,. youth camps, training schools). Additionally, youths may be transferred to criminal court for trial as adults, arguably the most severe sanction available to the juvenile justice system. In this study, Judicial Disposition is coded to distinguish between those ordered into some kind of community-based program (coded 0) and those committed to a residential facility or transferred to criminal court (coded 1).
Status Offenses a. Court Referral and Adjudication
Status offenders in Florida, like criminal-type offenders (delinquents), enter the justice system at the intake screening stage. Because status offenders are legally defined as dependents rather than delinquents, however, their processing differs somewhat from that of youths charged with offenses that would be crimes if committed by adults. First, intake officers decide, rather than merely recommend, whether there should be formal court action for status offenders. In contrast to their advisory role in delinquency cases, the intake officers make the final decision whether or not to petition these cases to juvenile court. The first stage in status offender processing, then, is Court Referral, which is coded to distinguish between cases closed without action or handled informally (coded 0) and those petitioned to juvenile court (coded 1). The second stage in the processing of status offenders is Adjudication, which is coded in the same manner as was the analogous stage of delinquency case processing, described above.
b. Judicial Disposition
The third stage in the processing of status offenders is judicial disposition. In a general sense, status offenders who are adjudicated dependent by the court risk the same fate as delinquent offenders, viz., placement outside the home in some residential or institutional facility such as a foster home or a group home. At the most severe end of the continuum of dispositional alternatives, however, status offenders are not subject to the two harshest sanctions reserved for delinquent offenders, incarceration in a training school and transfer to criminal court. Outcomes of Judicial Disposition are coded to distinguish between youths ordered by the court to receive some community-based service or treatment (coded 0) and those made wards of the court and removed from their homes (coded 1). These encodings are generally analogous to those used for theJudicial Disposition variable in delinquency case processing, described above.
C.
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Social Characteristics
The independent variables examined in this study include social characteristics of offenders and attributes of their current offenses, offense histories, and case processing outcomes. The offender characteristics are Gender (coded female = 0; male = 1), Race (coded black = 0; white = 1), and Age (coded in one-year intervals, from 7-18).
Current Offenses

a. Offense Seriousness
In the analysis of delinquency cases, 27 a measure of Offense Seriousness was constructed by scoring the most serious offense with which each youth was charged according to the following values: 6 for felony offense against person. 5 for felony property offense. 4 for felony public order offense. 3 for misdemeanor person offense. 2 for misdemeanor property offense. 1 for misdemeanor offense against public order or welfare.
b. Contempt Status
In light of our discussion of contempt and its potential importance as a vehicle for circumventing federal mandates to deinstitutionalize status offenders, we introduced contempt status as a variable in this analysis. In Florida, juvenile contempt proceedings, which are legally recognized as delinquency proceedings, are initi-27 The analysis of status offense outcomes does not include an Offense Seriousness variable, as all status offenses were considered to be of approximately the same severity. ated by intake officers and proceed through the system in the same manner as do other delinquency offenses. Contempt referrals involve instances in which an intake officer is notified that a juvenile has violated a condition of supervision previously imposed by the court. 28 A petition is then filed initiating a delinquency contempt proceeding, rather than a dependency action for a repeat status offense. 29 Officials estimate that 99 percent of contempt proceedings in Florida involve cases that originated as status offenses. 3 0 State law allows judges to place juveniles found in contempt into secure detention for up to five months and twenty-nine days at the judicial disposition of their cases. 3 1 Contempt Status is coded to distinguish between cases referred for contempt (coded 1) and all other delinquency cases (coded 0).
Offense History
a. Prior Record
Prior Record is measured in terms of the severity of the youth's previous offenses. To construct this variable, we summed the severity scores of all previous referrals during the three-year study period. Each referral was scored using the same values as those discussed above in connection with offense seriousness. In cases where a youth's offense history included a status offense, the status offense was assigned a value of 1, equivalent to the most minor misdemeanor offense.
b. Prior Disposition
Because previous research suggests that the disposition of prior 28 For example, the juvenile could be a status offender who has run away from home, violated curfew or skipped school, in violation of an order by the court, respectively, to remain at home, to return home each day by a specific hour or to attend school each day.
29 As is the case with other delinquency referrals, the intake officer receives the referral-which may come from parents, school officials, or court personnel-and recommends whether to handle the case formally or informally. This recommendation is taken under advisement by the prosecutor, who makes the final determination regarding court referral. From there the case proceeds to adjudication and judicial disposition. The primary feature distinguishing contempt from other delinquency proceedings is the restricted range of dispositional alternatives available in contempt cases. Youths found in contempt may not be transferred to criminal court nor may they be institutionalized in the state's training school facilities. However, they are eligible to receive a sentence of up to six months in a secure detention facility. It is not insignificant that many juveniles placed in training school facilities for delinquency offenses are incarcerated for shorter periods of time. referrals has a significant impact on the outcome of subsequent referrals, 32 we also constructed a measure of prior disposition that scored the most severe disposition that each youth had previously received. Prior Disposition is coded as follows: 1 for no sanctions or services (e.g., case closed without action). 2 for informal sanctions or services. 3 for adjudicated delinquent or dependent and referred to community-based sanctions or treatments. 4 for adjudicated delinquent or dependent and placed in a residential/institutional program or transferred to criminal court.
Intra-Case Processing Outcomes
Finally, we included case processing outcomes, where appropriate, as independent variables in the analyses. That is, we explored the effects of decisions made at earlier stages in processing on subsequent processing outcomes. This procedure allowed us to identify and assess possible indirect effects of gender on case outcomes. Sensitivity to the possibility of indirect effects is important: When modelling a late-stage outcome such as judicial disposition, the effects of gender may be masked due to correlations between gender and earlier processing decisions that predict late-stage outcomes. 
III. ANALYSIS
The analysis proceeds from an examination of bivariate relationships to multivariate regression models. Because each of the dependent variables is a dichotomous contrast, we selected logistic regression as the method of estimation. In addition to estimating main effects in additive models, we also estimated models that included all two-way interactions including gender. These latter models allow us to consider whether the covariation of gender with other independent variables influences case outcomes at each processing point. 33 This point is nicely illustrated in research conducted by Bortner and Reed, supra note 13, who examined intake screening, detention, and dispositional outcomes. They found that race had no direct effect on case dispositions. Race had a substantial effect on detention status, however, and detention status had a substantial effect on case dispositions. Thus, although black and white detainees received similar dispositions, blacks, because they were more likely to be detained, received considerably more severe dispositions than whites. This indirect effect of race on case dispositions would have been obscured had the researchers not explored indirect effects across multiple processing points.
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As is evident from the above depiction, not all youths progress to the judicial disposition stage of the Florida juvenile justice processing system. Youths who are not referred to court do not proceed to the adjudicatory stage of case processing. Similarly, youths who are referred to court but who are found not guilty or whose cases are dismissed do not proceed to the judicial disposition stage of processing. Thus, there are two selection points at which youths may be removed from the sample.
Inclusion of an individual in the analysis of any stage of processing is conditional on the individual's having reached that stage. This conditioning results in a selected sample, which could in turn, if not compensated for, produce biased estimates. Biased estimates may occur when the analyst makes inferences to a population that is not sampled. 3 4 Since we wanted our estimates of gender effects to apply to the entire cohort, we included a correction for sample selection to adjust for differences in the probability of reaching a particular stage. In other words, the estimates adjust for the individual's probability of reaching the stage under consideration.
We used a two-stage estimation procedure recommended by Berk and Ray 3 5 and Berk. 3 6 Since we have two selection points, we calculated two hazard rates to represent the selection process. These hazard rates are probabilities of reaching the adjudication and judicial disposition stages, respectively. They are estimated from a logit model in which the independent variables are the predictors described earlier. 3 7 This procedure produces models for adjudicatory outcomes and judicial disposition that control for the predicted probability of inclusion from one stage of processing to the next. The coefficient of the hazard function is ordinarily not interpreted, since its role is to adjust for differing probabilities of reaching a particular stage. It represents the effect of having characteristics which make one more likely to appear in the sample.
Because hazard rates are often highly correlated with variables included in the equation, 3 8 we estimated equations for adjudication and judicial disposition with and without the correction for sample selection. These alternative estimation procedures produced no substantive differences in our findings; both the absolute and relative magnitudes of the estimated coefficients for our independent variables remained stable. The models reported below include the hazard rate coefficients.
IV. FINDINGS
Tables 1 and 2 present bivariate correlations among each of the variables in our models. Table 1 displays the results for delinquency cases (i.e., offenses that would be considered crimes if committed by adults). Table 2 shows results for dependency cases involving status offenses (e.g., truancy, runaway).
The data in Table 1 indicate that, in delinquency cases, gender is weakly but significantly related to four of the five case processing outcomes. When referred to the juvenile justice system for criminal-type offenses, males are more likely than females to be recommended for formal processing, to be held in secure detention facilities, to be petitioned to court by prosecutors, and to .be incarcerated or transferred to criminal court at the judicial disposition of their cases. Adjudication is the only outcome that is apparently unrelated to gender.
The data in Table 2 indicate that, in status offense cases, gender is weakly but significantly correlated with court referral decisions. In contrast to their delinquent counterparts, female status offenders are more likely than males to be petitioned to court. At both the adjudicatory and judicial disposition stages, however, gender appears to be unrelated to the outcome of status offense cases. Table 3 presents results of logistic regression analyses in which we modelled the first three stages in the processing of delinquency cases: intake screening, detention status, and court referral. The Intake Screening column shows, consistent with the findings of other studies of juvenile justice processing, that both the seriousness of the current offense and the seriousness of the youth's prior record weigh heavily in intake decision-making. Intake officials also consider the prior dispositions that youths have received and, all other things being equal, are more likely to recommend formal processing in cases involving youths with histories of previous court interventions. In addition, sociodemographic characteristics (i.e., age, race and gender) of youths influence intake referral decisions. Older youths, blacks, and males are significantly more likely to be recommended for formal processing than younger adolescents, whites, and females. Of these variables, gender has the greatest impact on referral decisions-being male has approximately one and one-half times the effect on the likelihood that a youth will be recommended for formal processing as does being black, and it has about the same effect as a two-year increment in age. Because logistic regression coefficients do not have the intuitive interpretation of least squares coefficients, it is useful to reframe this discussion in terms of the effect of gender on the probability that the intake officer will recommend formal processing. To do this, we illustrate with the case of a typical youth referral. For these data, the typical intake referral is a white 15-year-old who is referred for a misdemeanor against a person, such as a simple battery, and who has one prior referral for a public order misdemeanor that was closed without action. A male with these characteristics has a 54% probability of being recommended for formal processing. The probability for a similarly situated female is 45%, a rather substantial difference of nine percentage points.
In addition to estimating the additive model presented in Table  3 , we also estimated a model that included all two-way interactions involving gender.3 9 It is noteworthy that none of the interaction terms were significant. Thus, although the main effects model shows that contempt cases are more likely to be recommended for formal processing than are non-contempt cases, there is no indication that contempt cases involving females are more likely to be recommended for formal processing by intake officers than are contempt cases involving males.
The Detention Status column in Table 3 presents logistic regression results for detention outcomes. The findings suggest that detention decisions are influenced only minimally by gender when other important variables are controlled. Given the large sample size, even small effects may be statistically significant. In terms of substantive significance, gender appears to have very little impact on detention decisions: In the typical referral, the probability of being detained is 13% for males and 12% for females. The strongest predictors of detention status are the legal variables (characteristics of both current and prior offenses) and prior disposition. Youths referred for contempt are especially likely to be detained, but there is no indication that this effect is conditioned by gender. 40 Race and age have modest effects on detention status: Blacks and older youths are more likely to be detained than are whites and younger adolescents.
The left half of the Court Referral column in Table 3 reveals that, as was the case with the previous stages of delinquency processing, offense seriousness, seriousness of the prior record, and prior disposition each have significant effects on prosecutorial decision-making. Also noteworthy is the finding that, net of controls for other variables in the model, being detained increases the likelihood of court referral. The effects of both age and race are very modest at this stage, although it is interesting to speculate that some of the effects of both age and race may be subsumed by the effect of deten-39 We estimated each model to include two-way interactions involving gender but report only those models where the inclusion of interaction terms produced a significant improvement in fit over the additive model. 40 Given that females are more likely than males to be referred for contempt (See Table 1 ), gender is clearly related to detention status in an indirect way. Unfortunately, our data do not speak to the question of whether females are referred to the juvenile justice system for contempt based on behavior that would more often be ignored or handled unofficially if the youth were male. tion status. 41 The effect of gender on prosecutorial filing decisions is moderate. In the typical youth referral, a male has a 37.6% probability of being referred for formal prosecution, compared to a female's 31.6% probability.
The right half of the Court Referral column in Table 3 presents an interaction model that produces a significant improvement in fit over the additive model. The model reveals a significant interaction between gender and contempt status. Among males, court referral decisions seem to be little affected by whether the offense for which a referral is made involves a substantive violation of law or an instance of contempt, such as a violation of conditions previously set by the court. The typical male not in contempt has a 37.6% probability of referral to court. The probability increases modestly, to 45.7%, if the youth is referred for contempt. Among females, however, being referred for contempt has a major impact in the direction of increasing the probability of formal processing. The typical female not in contempt has a 31.2% probability of referral to court. When referred for contempt, her likelihood of court referral increases strikingly to 69.7%, a difference of nearly 40 percentage points.
Taken together, these findings indicate that, at the court referral stage, males are somewhat disadvantaged when it comes to delinquency offenses involving the commission of offenses that would be crimes if committed by adults. Females, on the other hand, are severely disadvantaged in cases where repeat status offending results in a referral for contempt of court.
In Table 4 , we examine the final two stages of delinquency case processing, adjudication and judicial disposition. The Adjudication column indicates that the more severe the offense and the more severe the prior disposition, the greater the likelihood of an adjudication of delinquency. Also, black youths and those who have been detained are more likely to be adjudicated delinquent than are white youths and youths who have been released into the community pending an adjudicatory hearing. At this processing stage, there is no evidence that the offender's gender influences decision-making.
Finally, it should be mentioned that our model does a relatively poor job of accounting for adjudicatory outcomes. 42 This is perhaps not surprising, in light of the suggestion of prior research that 41 Age and race have modest effects on detention status, and detention status has a substantial impact on the likelihood of being referred to court. Consequently, some of the impact of age and race on the probability of referral for formal processing operates indirectly through the effect of being detained. 42 Especially given our large sample size, the chi-square value for this model is very Hazard A represents the correction for exclusion from the adjudicatory phase of a subset of those initially referred to juvenile justice intake. b Hazard B represents the correction for exclusion from the judicial disposition phase of a subset of those petitioned to court.
decisions of guilt or innocence are influenced to a substantial degree by such factors as the sufficiency of the evidence and the cooperation of victims or witnesses, factors which we were not able to measure with these data. The left half of the Judicial Disposition column in Table 4 displays the main effects model for the judicial disposition of delinlow. Clearly, the most important determinants of court findings of delinquency are not included in our model. quency cases. As might be expected, the seriousness of the offense has a significant impact on case disposition. Even more notable is the effect of prior disposition: All other things being equal, youths who have been incarcerated or transferred in the past are much more likely to be incarcerated again. Detention also has a significant impact on disposition decisions: Those held in secure detention awaiting final disposition are more likely to receive harsh dispositions than those released to the community.
At the dispositional stage, each of the sociodemographic characteristics has a significant effect on case outcomes. Older youths, blacks, and males are more likely to be incarcerated or transferred than are younger adolescents, whites, and females. As can be seen from the interaction model presented in the right half of the Judicial Disposition column of Table 4 , however, the effect of gender is not the same across all offense types. There is a significant interaction between gender and contempt status, the effect of which is to elevate substantially the risk of incarceration for females found in contempt. In contrast, among males, contempt status has little impact on judicial disposition. The typical male offender who is not in contempt has a 3.9% probability of incarceration. The risk is increased only slightly, to 4.4%, when he is found in contempt. In sharp contrast, the typical female offender not in contempt has a 1.8% probability of incarceration, which increases markedly to 63.2% if she is held in contempt. In short, females referred to juvenile court for contempt following an earlier adjudication for a status offense receive harsher judicial dispositions than their male counterparts. Table 5 presents results of the processing of cases referred for status offenses. In the Court Referral column, intake decisions to refer status offenders for formal processing are modelled. The results indicate that whites, younger adolescents, those with prior referrals, and females are significantly more likely to be petitioned to court. The predicted probability of formal processing for the typical status offender-a 15-year old white youth with one prior referralis 13% if the youth is male, and 17% if the youth is female.
Finally, we examine adjudicatory and judicial disposition outcomes for status offenders. The results reported in the Adjudication column of Table 5 indicate that, as was the case with adjudicatory outcomes in delinquency cases, our model does not provide a good fit with the data. Indeed, none of the variables in the model is a significant predictor of judicial decisions to adjudge youths as status offenders. Similarly, the results reported in the Judicial Disposition column of Table 5 reveal that none of the independent variables reaches statistical significance in the model for Hazard B represents the correction for exclusion from the judicial disposition phase of a subset of those petitioned to court.
judicial disposition. We can only speculate that considerations such as parental cooperation and quality of the child's family environment-potentially important factors not measured here-provide some predictability to these case outcomes.
V. DIscussION
Our findings provide a fairly complex portrait of the effects of gender in juvenile justice processing. On the one hand, we have found that, when referred to the system for criminal-type offenses, male delinquents are substantially more likely than females (1) to be recommended for formal processing (prosecution) by intake officials, (2) to be petitioned to court by prosecutors for adjudication, (3) to be detained in secure facilities until adjudication, and (4) to receivejudicial dispositions (sentences) that involve incarceration or similar liberty constraints. This is consistent with the pattern of gender bias in the juvenile justice system's handling of delinquents that has been documented in the research literature over several decades.
Our analyses of status offense cases, on the other hand, detected little evidence of gender bias. Youths referred to the justice system for status offenses tend to be younger than the average delinquency referral, and they are typically first-time offenders. The decision to refer these youths to court, as well as the decision to place them in foster care or group homes or to return them to their natural homes, was unaffected, for the most part, by the variables included in our models. Females were somewhat more likely than males to be referred to court for status offenses, but they had approximately the same probability as males of being adjudicated dependent and returned to their natural homes.
The finding that female status offenders do not receive harsher treatment than comparable males may be a result of the restrictions imposed by the JJDP Act. We must be cautious in this interpretation, however, because we do not have comparable data for the period prior to the enactment of the JJDP Act. Nonetheless, it seems reasonable to ask whether reforms encouraged by the JJDP Act may have reduced opportunities within the juvenile justice system for differential treatment of dependent females. Like most other states participating in programs under the JJDP Act, Florida has enacted laws prohibiting the secure detention and institutionalization in training schools of status offenders. Our findings are consistent with the notion that, at least insofar as first-time status offenders are concerned, this prohibition may have had a salutary impact upon females.
Finally and importantly, our analyses of contempt cases demonstrate that considerable gender bias remains in the handling of repeat status offenders. We found that females referred for contempt are more likely to be petitioned to court than females referred for other criminal-type offenses, and are substantially more likely to be petitioned to court than males referred for contempt. Moreover, females found in contempt are much more likely than their male counterparts to be sentenced to a period of up to six months' incarceration in secure detention facilities. These differences in the treatment of male and female offenders are striking and dramatic. double standard continues to operate. Neither cultural changes, such as those associated with the feminist movement, nor changes in the law, illustrated by the JJDP Act's mandate to deinstitutionalize status offenders, have brought about legal equality between young men and women in the juvenile justice system. Historical patterns of gender bias continue: Both female status offenders and male delinquents are differentially disadvantaged in the juvenile justice system. This state of affairs appears to reflect the continuation of protectionist policies toward female status offenders, as well as an attitude toward non-status offenders (delinquents) that sanctions differentially harsher penalties for males and more leniency toward females.
It is important to highlight the fact that, had we not introduced contempt status as a variable in our analyses and looked for interaction effects, our findings would have suggested that gender bias in juvenile justice processing had diminished considerably. This conclusion certainly does not fit our findings, but it is one that has been drawn in several recent studies that did not explore possible methods by which the JJDP Act's mandate to deinstitutionalize status offenders might be circumvented. Future research should pay special attention to the contempt power as a mechanism for enabling justice officials to act upon perceptions that males and females require or deserve different sorts of responses from the juvenile justice system.
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